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Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 24 Mav 2002 
2aM This action is FINAL 2 b)Q This action is non-final 

4) S Claim(s) {±14 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) M4 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

__ -8)Q. .CIaim(s) _^ are-subject-to restriction and/or election requirement _ ... 

Application Papers 

9)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

1C0D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 85(a) 
1DD The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) Q The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

1 3) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f) 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 
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3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stan P 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7 2(a)) National Stage 
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1 4) Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(e) (to a provisional application) 
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15) U Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

Sih in 3 * 6 "! ma ^ 0t ?fu° b ^ ined th0ugh the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
Z JlZ IT" 1 02 Sr?i He ' I th6 difference * between the subject matter sough to b ^ patented and 
foe prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at "he time fie 

pTnSrT h m fL' PerS ° n haVi " 9 ° rdinary Ski " in the art to whic " "Id S SecTmattr P eSins 
Patentability shall not be negated by the manner in which the invention was made 

2. Claims 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoppe, Jr., ("Hoppe") in view of Endo et al. '928 ("Endo") and McKee et al. ("McKee"). 

3. Hoppe discloses an insulation-displacement terminal fitting (16), comprising: a 
base wall 54, first and second opposed side walls (53, 52) projecting from opposite 
sides of the base wall and defining a wire-receiving space between the side walls, each 
said side wall being provided with at least one V-shaped insulation-displacement portion 
(96, 97) projecting into the wire receiving space, at least first and second locks (99, 100) 
projecting into the wire-receiving space in a position spaced from the insulation 
displacement portions, whereby a wire (24) can be inserted into the wire-receiving 
space sufficiently for cutting a resin coating of the wire by projecting ends of the 
insulation-displacement portions and bringing a core of the wire into contact with the 
projecting ends of the insulation-displacement portions, and wherein the lock (99, 100) 
bites into at least the resin coating. 

4. In Hoppe, the locks are not shown as being substantially planar. McKee 
discloses an insulation displacement terminal including first and second substantially 
planar locks (see attachment) projecting from the sidewalls. McKee does not discuss 
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the locks. Endo discusses the well known proposition that wire locks are for securing 
the wire in the terminal to prevent various pulling forces from pulling the wire out of the 
terminal (Endo col. 7, lines 45-50, col. 8, lines 1-10). At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to modify the Hoppe locks as desired to have a configuration 
suitable for preventing unwanted separation between the terminal and the wire, 
including a substantially planar configuration as taught in Hoppe. The suggestion or 
motivation for doing so would have been to prevent unwanted separation between the 
terminal and the wire as taught implicitly in Hoppe and explicitly in Endo. 
5. Regarding claim 10, the locks in Hoppe are aligned substantially normal to the 
side walls. 

A. .Regarding claim 11 , the Hoppe locks arenot inclinedobliguely to project in a_ 
direction opposite from an acting direction of an external force along the longitudinal 
direction of the wire. McKee discloses locks inclined obliquely to project in a direction 
opposite from an acting direction of an external upward or lateral force and Endo 
discloses locks 40 (figs. 5, 6) are inclined obliquely to project in a direction opposite 
from an acting direction of an external force along the longitudinal direction of the wire. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify the Hoppe locks to be 
inclined obliquely to project in a direction opposite from an acting direction of an 
external force as taught in Endo and McKee. The suggestion or motivation for doing so 
would have been to satisfactorily hold the wire against a force tending to pull the wire 
from the terminal as taught in Endo (col. 7, lines 45-50) and as taught implicitly in 
McKee. 
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Per claim 12, the Hoppe locks project by a sufficient distance for contacting the 



core. 



Per claim 13, the Hoppe locks and insulation displacement portions project 
substantially equal distances. 

Regarding claim 14, the Hoppe terminal includes engaging portion 26, insulation 
displacement portions rearward of the engaging portions and locks 99 and 100 at the 
rear of the terminal. 

Response to Arguments 

1 • Applicant's arguments filed 5/24/02 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. McKee is cited for teaching substantially planar locks and Hoppe and 
Endo are not relied onfor teaching substantially- planar-locks. Applicant speculates - 
regarding comparative pull out resistances of the Hoppe locks. Applicant's speculations 
regarding the comparative pull out resistances of the Hoppe locks are irrelevant 
because the rejection is based on the obviousness of modifying the Hoppe locks, not on 
the unmodified Hoppe terminal. 

Conclusion 

2. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ross Gushi whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
4508. If attempts to reach the examiner by phone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paula A. Bradley, can be reached at (703) 308-2319. The phone number 

. fQrJhe_Group's.facsimileJs-(.703) 308-7-766. - 
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